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 A1. Washington Office of 
Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation; Department of 
Community, Trade, and 
Economic Development 
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A1.1—Thank you for the 
resource suggestion.  Some 
additional assessment of the 
potential impacts has been 
included in the final EIS 
Historic and Cultural Resources 
section, and the conclusions 
with regard to potential 
significance have been revised.  
The guidelines you mention 
have been consulted and would 
be used in plan implementation.  
Specific discussion is included 
regarding the principles of 
rehabilitation that underlie some 
aspects of the plan.  Because the 
project is programmatic, 
detailed designs are not 
available.  If the project site is 
nominated as a landmark under 
Seattle regulations, additional 
information would be required 
to establish appropriate controls 
over the property.  If the park 
has not been nominated prior to 
implementation of projects 
under the plan, additional 
historical information would be 
prepared for each specific 
project area.  The guidelines 
have been added to the 
description of potential 
mitigation measures. 
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A2. Seattle Landmarks 
Preservation Board 

A2.1—Some additional 
analysis of impacts on 
historic resources has been 
provided in the final EIS.  
The specific line that you 
noted has been revised.  See 
the response to comment 
A1.1.  Primary sources have 
been researched in producing 
the final EIS. 
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A2.2—The Department of Parks 
and Recreation (DPR) is aware 
of the section of Seattle's SEPA 
regulations and recognizes that, 
while DPR is not required to 
apply for landmark status, 
landmark nomination and review 
could help to resolve some 
concerns about the historic 
character of the site.  Action to 
protect historic parks and 
boulevards is included in 
Seattle’s Parks & Recreation 
Plan 2000 Update, and DPR is 
continuing to examine the 
possibility of landmark 
nomination of the Olmsted 
Brothers park system, of which 
Washington Park Arboretum is a 
part. 
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A3. Washington State 
Department of 
Transportation 

A3.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

A3.2—The reported link 
volumes we re obtained 
from 24-hour machine 
(hose) counts, while the 
reported intersection 
turning and through 
volumes were counted 
manually.  Given that the 
machine and manual counts 
were made on different 
days, and that the specific 
peak hour (i.e., the 60-
minute period with the 
highest traffic volume) may 
be different for a roadway 
link and an adjacent 
intersection, the variations 
between the link and 
intersection counts are 
neither unexpected nor 
problematic. 
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A3.3—Actual average 
vehicle occupancy (AVO) 
data were not collected at the 
arboretum.  In the absence of 
site-specific data, a typical 
AVO rate for 
social/recreational trips (2.5) 
was used for the purposes of 
analysis.  While it is true that 
a lower assumed AVO would 
yield higher estimates of 
traffic volume and parking 
demand (as a higher AVO 
would yield lower traffic and 
parking estimates), the 
conservative assumption used 
in the traffic and parking 
analyses of concurrent full 
100% utilization of all 
proposed park facilities more 
than compensates for possible 
variations in the AVO.  
Furthermore, reasonable 
variations in AVO would not 
create significant changes in 
traffic volume estimates and 
therefore would not change 
the results of the 
capacity/LOS analyses or the 
conclusions drawn from 
them. 

A3.4—The future volumes 
were projected from existing 
volumes using an assumed 
1% annual growth rate.  The 
volumes shown in Appendix 
C, Figure 7 are these 
projected volumes rounded to 
the nearest 5 (in recognition 
of the limited precision of the 
projection method). 

A3.5—The roundabout—and 
the reintroduction of access to 
the eastbound SR 520 on-
ramp from southbound Lake 
Washington Boulevard—have been eliminated from 
the proposed master plan because of the potential for 
both onsite and offsite impacts.  No further analysis 
is provided for this alternative. 

A3.6—See the response to comment A3.5.  The 
proposed master plan maintains the existing traffic 
flow pattern (see Figure 3 in the final EIS). 





Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 1 

January 2001 Final EIS 255 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 

1. Stephan Lundgren 
and Rick Barrett, 
Seattle Community 
Council Federation 

1.1—A map has been added 
in the final EIS showing 
existing trails (Figure 2) for 
comparison with proposed 
trails (Figure 3).  The 
Recreation section of the final 
EIS also includes some 
additional discussion of 
changes proposed to the trail 
system including a 
comparison of existing and 
proposed trail miles.  Because 
the plan is programmatic and 
not a project level design, 
precise changes cannot be 
defined at this time.  The EIS 
assumes that most maintained 
trails would be surfaced with 
crushed rock, as are existing 
maintained trails, but some 
would also be regraded to 
meet ADA accessibility 
requirements.  Exceptions 
include those in the Foster 
Island area, where planks and 
bark are used, and the Lake 
Washington Boulevard dual-
use trail, which would be 
hard-surfaced for all-weather 
bicycle use. 

1.2—Changes to the 
landscape are summarized 
from the Arboretum and 
Botanical Garden Committee 
(ABGC) proposed master 
plan.  See Appendix A, p. 2–
10, Collections and Exhibits, 
for greater detail.   

1.3—Several comments on the draft EIS suggest that 
the aesthetic impact of placing or expanding 
education programs, buildings, and parking areas, 
adding signage at new or refurbished exhibits, or 
removing vegetation would be significantly adverse.  
Generally comments focus on changes proposed in 
areas that currently are primarily dominated by 
plantings or natural vegetation, where new facilities 
would be visible from particular areas or viewpoints 
within the park, where clearing would open views 
outside the park, or when impacts like these are 
viewed cumulatively (as opposed to individually) 
within and outside the park.  The final EIS has 

 

additional analysis, and the lead agency’s conclusions 
have been changed to describe the significance of 
these impacts.  See revisions in the Aesthetics, 
Recreation, and Public Services and Utilities sections 
of the final EIS. 
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1.4—The proposal no 
longer includes an 
education and visitor 
service center at Madrona 
Terrace.  The parking lot 
there would accommodate 
30 cars, and there would be 
a small outdoor shelter.  See 
the proposed master plan in 
Appendix A.  Your 
comments are similar to 
several comments received 
regarding the likelihood that 
structures would be 
designed sensitively as 
intended in the plan.  The 
master plan is 
programmatic, and designs 
have not yet been developed 
for individual projects.  
Most of the buildings 
proposed would have 
further environmental 
review, and under current 
city rules of operation, any 
changes to the park design 
would be subject to review 
by the Board of Park 
Commissioners and the 
Seattle Design Commission, 
which would provide 
opportunity for public 
comment on specific design 
issues.  Regarding signage, 
see the discussion of this 
subject in the Aesthetics 
section of the final EIS. 

1.5—Gradual change 
mitigates short-term 
impacts associated with 
construction, by limiting the 
degree of disruption to the 
landscape at any one time. 
Long-term and cumulative 
impacts may also be mitigated to a degree by 
development over a long period of time because, as 
has been the case with other structures and plantings 
in the park, the process of aging and maturing of 
vegetation has improved the appearance of the 
overall landscape in some ways.  This statement was 
not intended to imply that all adverse aesthetic 
impacts of the proposal would be eliminated by 
gradual implementation. See revisions in the 
Aesthetics section of the final EIS. 

 
 

 
1.6—Additional discussion of aesthetic preferences 
and the significance of aesthetic impacts is provided 
in the final EIS.  

1.7—Several comment letters addressed the 
statement referred to in the DEIS.  The text has been 
substantially modified to more clearly characterize 
the nature of the issues raised by this proposal, and 
the perspectives of park users regarding the impacts.  
See revised text in the Major Conclusions, Areas of 
Controversy, and Issues to Be Resolved section of the 
final EIS. 
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2. Nancy Knapp 

Note:  Some of the notes in 
this letter were too vague to 
require response. 

2.1—The proponent 
(ABGC) indicates that 
several factors led to the 
student visit estimates.  See 
Appendix D.  The number 
refers to individual visits, 
not total number of 
individuals served. It takes 
into account the level of use 
that similar botanical 
gardens in similar-sized 
metropolitan regions attract, 
the types of programs that 
schools need and that the 
arboretum has a unique 
ability to support, current 
levels of use by both public 
and private schools, recent 
success of and public 
support for the programs 
currently provided, and 
general population trends.  
The ABGC indicates that 
the figure is a goal, 
acknowledging that the 
arboretum may not attain 
this level.  If, by using the 
proponent’s projected 
demand for new services, 
the EIS overestimates the 
projected use, some actual 
impacts from such activities 
are likely to be less than 
described. 

2.2—The proposed master 
plan would reconfigure two 
roadways and would 
provide a pedestrian 
overpass and crosswalk 
improvements.  See 
Appendix A.  Arboretum 
Drive would be moved 
closer to the eastern perimeter of the property with 
the intent of reducing vehicular noise and pedestrian 
circulation conflicts within Washington Park 
Arboretum.  The pedestrian overpasses and 
pedestrian-activated signals are intended to reduce 
conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians trying to 
cross to other parts of the park.   

 

 

2.3—The no action alternative contemplates 
operating under the existing master plan, which was 
updated in 1978.  Increased maintenance, which was 
contemplated under the 1978 master plan update, 
would be limited to activities that could be 
accomplished with existing facilities. 
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2.4—The text of the final EIS has been changed to 
reflect all of the requirements of the ordinances that 
govern the park.  The Seattle Department of Parks 
and Recreation (DPR) considers all of the structures 
in the proposed master plan to be park-related 
structures and uses in compliance with the spirit and 
intent of those ordinances.  In addition, as part of the 
master plan adoption package, DPR would propose 
an ordinance that defines the relationship between the 
master plan and previous governing ordinances and 
resolutions, including Ordinances 5740, 65310, 
103667, 110135, 110911, and 116337, and 
Resolutions 24646 and 26153. 

2.5— The proposal no longer includes an education 
and visitor service center at Madrona Terrace.  The 
parking lot there would contain 30 cars, and there 
would be a small outdoor shelter.  See the proposed 
master plan in Appendix A.  In addition, both the no-
building-expansion alternative and the no-action 
alternative consider the possibility of meeting the 
educational needs at a level similar to that currently 
provided without building the Madrona Terrace 
facility.  The EIS also looks at offsite alternatives for 
meeting some of the anticipated growth in demand 
for educational services. 

2.6—The EIS analyzes a range of actions that may be 
combined in any manner in the final decision on the 
plan.  Increased maintenance is analyzed among the 
alternatives and thus can be considered in any final 
decision.  See response to comment 2.3 above. 

2.7—The anecdotal information provided by 
arboretum staff, while not scientific, provides an 
adequate level of detail for this discussion.  In 
addition to anecdotal information, historical 
documentation provided by arboretum staff helps to 
assess what changes may have occurred in the past, 
in the absence of scientific studies conducted at the 
time. 

2.8—The water quality data available from past 
studies do not provide sufficient information to 
determine how much of the degradation of the stream 
is specifically due to pesticide use. 
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2.9—Impacts of the 
proposed master plan to 
plants and animals are not 
considered significant 
because they would be 
minimized by design, and 
can be mitigated adequately 
where they are unavoidable. 

2.10—See the revised 
discussion of impacts on 
historic resources in the 
final EIS.  Also see 
response to comment letters 
A1 and A2. 
2.11—The statement is 
based on park staff 
observations that visitors 
frequently find it difficult to 
locate specific parts of the 
collection, and few are 
familiar with the method of 
organization either proposed 
by the Olmsted Brothers 
firm or the one actually 
developed as the arboretum 
was planted.  The EIS text 
has been changed to reflect 
the limitations of these 
observations, which did not 
involve formal surveys.  

2.12—Some of the sources 
for the analysis of the 
Olmsted Brothers and other 
historic contributions to the 
park are listed in the 
References and Information 
Sources Section of the final 
EIS. For example, the 1936 
general plan developed by 
the Olmsted Brothers firm 
shows a less continuous tree 
canopy than exists in the park today.  See the revised 
discussion of impacts on historic resources in the 
final EIS. 

2.13— General visitation, in this context, is 
distinguished from visitation for programmed 
educational activities.  Educational visitation is 
expected to remain a fraction of total visitation in the 
park.  General visitation is expected to increase under 
either the no-action alternative or the proposed 
master plan.  The master plan is not expected to add 
significantly to the number of recreational visitors not 
attending programmed activities, although some 
growth in general use of the park is expected, with or 
without adoption of the proposed master plan. The 
master plan includes estimated sizes of structures and 
intensity of use, and these have been evaluated in the 

 
EIS on a conceptual level.  The EIS does not attempt 
to determine whether additional parking would be 
justified, but rather to assess the impacts if the plan is 
implemented as proposed.  Parking demand from the 
expanded programs would increase parking demand 
primarily during off-peak times, such as weekdays, 
when existing parking is not completely utilized.  In 
addition, the vast majority of new users that the 
proposed master plan is expected to attract are 
anticipated to be school children who would arrive by 
bus.  The addition of 8 spaces to accommodate buses 
would be adequate to meet this increased demand.  
The proposed parking revisions would also require 
project specific environmental review to determine 
the impacts at each phase of development under the 
plan.   
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3. Carol Weibel 

3.1—The city appeal 
procedure with regard to the 
EIS is found in Seattle 
Municipal Code section 
25.05.680.B.  Both 
procedural and substantive 
issues relating to the 
adequacy of the EIS may be 
appealed to the Seattle 
hearing examiner (an 
administrative appeal) under 
those rules.  The city council 
would not take action until 
an appeal, if one is filed, has 
been heard and a decision is 
made by the hearing 
examiner.  There is no 
administrative appeal of the 
city council action.  The 
University of Washington 
Board of Regents, which 
may also make a decision 
using the EIS, does not have 
an administrative appeal 
process. 

3.2—The role of the lead 
agency during SEPA review 
is to evaluate the proponent's 
proposal.  Note that the EIS 
text includes a summary of 
the ABGC proposal, titled 
Renewing The Washington 
Park Arboretum, which 
forms the basis for the 
proposed master plan 
reviewed in the EIS.  That 
document, now included as 
Appendix A to the final EIS, 
provides a more complete 
statement of the purpose and 
need for the proposal.  Your 
comments on the relative 
importance of the stated 
needs are acknowledged.   
The objectives of the master plan were developed by 
the ABGC and were approved by the Seattle City 
Council at an early stage in the planning process. 
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3.3—Several comments 
express perceptions of bias 
on the part of the project 
proponent or the 
consultants involved with 
preparing the proposed 
master plan and the EIS.  
See the Historical 
Background section in 
Part 2 of the final EIS for a 
synopsis of the roles of 
each of the parties involved 
in preparation of this 
document. 

3.4—Your comments on 
how you value each of the 
goals are acknowledged.  It 
is not the purpose or intent 
of the EIS to evaluate the 
ABGC's reasons for 
proposing the master plan.  
However, the ABGC has 
provided background 
information on the 
educational programs, 
which is now included in 
the EIS as Appendix D.  
The scoping document for 
the master plan was 
adopted by the city council 
by resolution, and the 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) has 
determined that all the 
elements proposed in the 
plan are park functions 
allowed in the park.  The 
functions that would be 
managed by the university 
fall under the agreements, 
resolutions and ordinances 
regarding governance and 
management adopted by 
the city council.  Seattle’s Parks & Recreation Plan 
2000 Update has only one policy that specifically 
mentions the arboretum master plan, and that simply 
calls for completion of this EIS, adoption of a plan, 
and implementation of priority projects.  It also 
includes policies regarding both environmental 
education and the use of park property for operations 
that support or enhance public park or recreational 
services.  These policies provide the framework for 
DPR’s role in management of the arboretum. 
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3.5—The scale and nature 
of the education functions 
described in the proposed 
master plan are considered 
by the city to be 
appropriate arboretum 
functions for location in the 
park.  Under the proposed 
master plan, fundraising 
would be located offsite. 

3.6—The EIS discusses 
offsite alternatives for some 
of the educational 
functions, and the 
environmental imp acts are 
analyzed.  A financial 
comparison of the cost of 
acquiring these or other 
sites is outside the scope of 
this EIS. 

3.7—See the response to 
comment 2.4. 

3.8—The city and the 
university have maintained 
the park and collections 
pursuant to the agreement 
as budgets have allowed.   

3.9—The Arboretum and 
Botanical Garden 
Committee (ABGC)  was 
established in 1934 as a 
committee of university 
and city appointees, with 
one appointed by the 
governor.  It was expanded 
through resolution of the 
city council to include two 
representatives from the 
Arboretum Foundation.  
The City of Seattle 
currently has one member 
of the Board of Park 
Commissioners and one 
neighborhood member filling two of its three 
positions on the committee. 

3.10—The financial report information is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  See the response to comment 5.2. 

3.11—The cost for parking in the newspaper article 
you cite refers to development of parking spaces in 
buildings, which are often underground.  This 
proposal and alternatives include only surface 
parking.  Also see the response to comment 2.13. 

3.12—Comment acknowledged. 



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 3 

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 264 January 2001 Final EIS 

3.13—The EIS includes 
consideration of offsite 
alternatives for several 
elements of the proposed 
master plan, including the 
education, community 
meeting, and administrative 
functions.  Some features, 
such as changes to trails or 
the Japanese garden, are 
unique to the arboretum 
site and do not lend 
themselves to offsite 
options. 

3.14—See the response to 
comment 2.3 

3.15—The buildings in the 
proposed master plan 
would convert open space 
to buildings.  Paving for 
parking and road 
realignment likewise would 
alter some areas that are 
currently vegetated, while 
some areas that are 
currently paved would be 
planted.  The site would 
remain a public park, in 
any case, and could be 
returned to open space if 
that is the public's wish.  
The final EIS includes 
additional text in the 
Aesthetics section 
addressing the issue of 
cumulative loss of tranquil 
and naturalistic open space. 
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3.16—The master plan holds 
out the possibility that salmon 
or other fish could begin to 
use the creek.  However, it is 
not known at this time if that 
is feasible, and the plan 
proposes daylighting the 
creek whether or not it is 
possible to attract salmon to 
spawn there.  Because this 
would be a possible benefit 
and not an adverse impact of 
the plan, it is not necessary in 
the EIS to detail the 
feasibility of establishing a 
salmon run.   

3.17—The designation is 
ceremonial, recognizing the 
value that the Washington 
Park Arboretum has to the 
people of the state, and the 
investment made by the 
people of the state over the 
years in its development and 
maintenance. 

3.18—Ordinance 103667 was 
not adopted as part of 
Seattle's Land Use Code.  It is 
therefore discussed separately 
in the final EIS.  See the 
revised text of the final EIS 
and the response to comment 
2.4. 

3.19—Comments 
acknowledged.  Some 
additional information may 
be found in the final EIS 
regarding these subject areas. 

3.20—The EIS fully 
addresses the legal rights of 
tribes in the Plants and 
Animals section under the 
heading Usual and 
Accustomed Fishing Areas, and in the Historic and 
Cultural Resources section under the discussion of 
archeological resources. 

3.21— At this stage, it is difficult to assess the effect 
that these other institutions would have on the 
proposal, either as a competitor for funds or for 
visitors and students.  The Preston garden does not 
yet have a master plan.  The Bellevue garden is much 
smaller than Washington Park Arboretum and 
focuses on smaller-scale plantings, including, for 
exa mple, herbaceous perennials.  By contrast the 

 

Washington Park Arboretum has primarily focused 
its collections on woody plants and has taken 
advantage of its large site to grow many large 
specimen trees.  Facilities in other Seattle parks are 
well suited to teaching about local natural history, but 
do not offer the opportunity to compare and contrast 
with plants from the rest of the world.  Conversely, 
each of these other facilities may have some special 
attribute not present at the arboretum, and thus the 
arboretum is not expected to be the exclusive location 
for environmental education.  
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4. Wallis Bolz 

4.1—Precise timing for the 
projects in the proposed master 
plan has not been established and 
is dependent in part on funding 
that has not yet been secured.  
The proponent (ABGC) has 
indicated that its general 
priorities are, in order: 1) plant 
collection maintenance and 
renovation; 2) infrastructure 
repair and improvement for 
maintenance of the collection; 
and 3) improved visitor 
amenities, including parking, 
structures, and educational 
programs.   Some sequencing 
priorities have also been 
identified, such as replacing 
parking before removing any 
existing parking.  See the full text 
of the proposed master plan, 
Appendix A.  Priority projects or 
guidelines could be identified in 
the adoption process, and 
priorities are expected be 
revisited from time to time during 
implementation. 

4.2—The comment appears to 
refer to a statement on p. 163 of 
the draft EIS.  That statement has 
been modified in the final EIS to 
say that the structures may be 
perceived as beneficial by some, 
to be consistent with other 
statements in the EIS noting that 
the changes proposed would also 
likely be perceived by some as 
significant adverse impacts. 

4.3—Signs for proposed plan 
elements have not yet been 
designed.  While it is true that the 
design and placement of signs 
could have significant impacts on the aesthetic 
quality of the park under all alternatives, signs would 
be guided by city policies found in Seattle’s Parks & 
Recreation Plan 2000 Update.  Two policies in that 
plan address signs directly: Sufficient, easily 
understood signage will be maintained to permit 
enforcement of the law within parks, while 
recognizing that signs are generally considered a 
visual intrusion within the desirable park environs....  
The use of signs and displays for environmental 
education will be limited primarily to securable or 
highly visible locations, with brochures and self  

 

guided tours promoted in lieu of signs.  Signage 
design could also be guided by additional policies 
that could be adopted as part of the master plan. 
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4.4—A cost-benefit analysis is not required by 
SEPA, and this EIS is not intended to include a full 
review of costs.  Overall operating costs are expected 
to be substantially the same whether located in the 
arboretum or not.  The proposed master plan 
advocates location of many administrative activities 
and personnel in the Museum of History and Industry 
(MOHAI) building on the premise that their day-to-
day activities do not require being directly onsite.  
Certain curatorial and educational activities, 
however, can be carried out only by personnel in 
direct contact with visitors and resources within the 
arboretum.  The new structures in the proposed plan, 
which are reduced in size from earlier versions of the 
plan, are intended to accommodate only these park-
related activities.  In general, capital costs for 
developing park supporting structures do not include 
site acquisition.  Restrooms, visitor centers, and 
similar structures are provided in other Seattle parks 
because they enhance park functions for the public.  
The specific increased costs for offsite facilities are 
personnel and travel costs, and could include the cost 
of using other offsite property. 
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4.5—See the response to 
comment 3.21.   

4.6—The acreage figure 
used in the EIS is 
approximate.  The figure 
includes all of the 
Washington Park property 
beginning at Madison 
Avenue on the south and 
extending to and including 
the Foster Island property 
belonging to the university 
on the north, and property 
under and around SR 520 
belonging to the 
Washington State 
Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT), 
but it does include some of 
the submerged land of Duck 
Bay and Marsh Bay.  

4.7—The master plan goals 
include a number of goals 
that pertain to general 
visitation and use of the 
park aside from its use as an 
arboretum.  Also see the 
response to comment 4.8 
below. 

4.8—The ABGC has added 
a goal that reads: 
“Educational, conservation, 
and visitor facilities that are 
consistent with growing 
recreational enjoyment of 
Washington Park 
Arboretum by citizens of 
the city, region, and 
beyond.”  See Appendix A 
of the final EIS.  The 
proposed master plan does 
not include any new rules 
limiting recreational use.  The plan assumes that the 
park's management would limit bicycling to paved 
surfaces, restrict launching of car-top boats to 
designated places where shoreline improvements can 
accommodate that activity, and implement other 
similar measures to limit impacts on the park 
resulting from recreational use.  

4.9—See revised text in the Major Conclusion, Areas 
of Controversy, and Issues to be Resolved section of 
the final EIS and the response to comment 1.7. 

4.10—See response to comment 2.1. 

 

 

4.11—Thank you for the additional historical 
information. 
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4.12—The master plan does not 
propose to place any of the 
programs from the Center for 
Urban Horticulture at the 
Washington Park Arboretum.  
The Center for Urban 
Horticulture would continue to 
house the library, research, 
production, continuing adult 
education, and administrative 
headquarters for University of 
Washington academic programs.  
The university collections and 
outreach programs currently 
located at the arboretum, 
including K-12 educational 
programs, would be expanded 
under the master plan.  
4.13—In Seattle’s Parks & 
Recreation Plan 2000 Update, 
the Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) lays out its 
system-wide objectives with 
regard to environmental 
education.  DPR recognizes that 
there are other competing 
organizations in environmental 
education.  DPR also recognizes 
that the demand for these 
services is not a fixed quantity; 
rather, the demand is influenced 
by the quality of programs that 
are convenient and available.  
Any decision to proceed with 
facilities for expanded services 
would come after careful 
assessment of the expected level 
of use. Cumulative effects are 
discussed in the Final EIS in 
several sections, including Plants 
and Animals and Aesthetics. 

4.14—See the response to 
comment 1.1. 
4.15—The expanded parking 
area is not expected to eliminate 
the flat area where the picnic 
tables are located.  The proposed 
master plan does not include detailed designs.  If and 
when a design is developed, impacts on the picnic 
area would be examined more closely.  DPR expects 
that there would be enough space to keep picnic 
tables in this area after plan implementation. 
4.16—The concept is to provide a room similar to the 
existing room at the Graham Visitors Center, which 
would be used for similar purposes.  The capacity of 
the room would be about 100 people, and rental rates 
would be set in a similar manner to other facilities in 
the park. 

 
4.17—Fees would be set in a manner similar to 
current fees for use of this area.  The intent is to 
maintain this area so that it could accommodate 
outdoor gatherings of a scale appropriate to the size 
of the meadow, which is considerably smaller than 
the venues you mention and does not have the 
available parking capacity that those venues have.  
The frequency and intensity of use would be limited 
in order to keep the grass and plantings in good 
condition. 
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4.18— Little is known about the historical 
streamflow volumes.  If flows were large enough, it 
is likely that salmon would have used the stream. 

4.19—It is not certain that the creek would support 
salmon in a restored surface channel, but increased 
flows would likely be necessary for salmon to use the 
creek regularly.  In the event that the creek is 
daylighted and begins to support salmon, impacts 
such as increased runoff rates from buildings and 
parking areas would need to be addressed.  As 
described in the EIS, peak flow and water quality 
control measures could be designed and incorporated 
at the time each project in the master plan is 
developed. 

4.20—Resolution 28946, among other actions, 
appended a wildlife and habitat plan to the Parks 
COMPLAN in 1994.  While the plan adopted with that 
resolution does not contain specific recommendations 
or policies for the Washington Park Arboretum, some 
of the elements of the proposed master plan would 
support many of the policies of that plan, and some 
could conflict to a degree.  Conflicts between plant 
and animal habitat preservation and intensified 
human use of the park under the master plan are 
described in the EIS, as are the efforts included in the 
plan to improve certain habitat areas. 

4.21—Drainage for the 30-space Madrona Terrace 
parking area has not been designed.  Runoff from the 
area would likely be discharged directly to the 
tributary of Arboretum Creek after treatment to 
reduce oil and sediment pollutants.  Runoff from 
parking areas along Arboretum Drive would remain 
about the same as at present, if existing parking is 
eliminated after the new lot is constructed, as 
proposed. 

4.22—The originally proposed location of the 
Madrona Terrace parking area extended into the 
western portion of the required buffer for the 
Broadmoor Marsh.  However, Seattle's 
environmentally critical areas regulations would not 
permit development in the buffer.  The smaller lot 
proposed for this location could be constructed 
outside the required buffer. 

4.23—The text has been corrected to state:  "These 
include expanding the entrance facility and 
constructing the Japanese garden pavilion on the 
hillside north of the pond.…"  
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4.24—Gradual change mitigates 
temporary habitat loss due to 
construction activity, insofar as 
disruptions to habitat areas can be 
avoided by some species if the 
disruptions are small and similar 
habitat is available nearby.  The 
statement on p.107 has been 
modified to make clear that gradual 
implementation would not mitigate 
all adverse impacts on habitat, and 
that some habitat areas would still be 
affected by the changes proposed in 
the master plan. 
4.25—The reference was found on 
p.118 rather than on page 108.  The 
statement was intended to convey 
that implementation of the plan 
would increase activity that would 
generate additional noise.  For 
example, the addition of the Japanese 
garden pavilion would expand the 
range of recreational activities that 
could be provided there. 

4.26—The proposed shelters could 
be used by transients.  This issue has 
not been identified by DPR staff or 
Seattle police as a significant 
problem, although it is one that 
occurs from time to time in many 
city parks.  New shelters that are 
located in areas obscured from easy 
surveillance may become 
problematic in the future.  This could 
place additional burdens on park 
staff or Seattle police.  This impact 
could be mitigated by additional 
surveillance devices or by locating 
the structures so that they can be 
readily seen from roads. 
4.27—See the response to comment 4.1. 

4.28—The purpose of the simulation is to show the 
impacts of the full proposal if implemented (worst-
case scenario).  It is hoped that readers can use the 
simulation to infer that the road could be removed 
and the buildings could remain the same as in the 
existing image. 
4.29—Although the structures and lot have not been 
designed, designers have studied the site and 
determined that the proposed structures could 
feasibly be constructed while preserving the trees 
shown, particularly with the 30-space lot now 
proposed.  Note that many trees in the existing view 
have been removed in the “proposed” view, and the 
replacement trees are shown relatively small because 
this would realistically be the condition for several 
years if the structure and parking lot were built. 

 
4.30—Expansion of the lot could cut into the area 
currently used for picnic tables, but some new areas 
would be opened as well.  Relocating the picnic 
tables to other locations that are equally convenient 
to parking could mitigate this impact.  See response 
to comment 4.15. 
4.31—It is acknowledged that several factors have 
contributed to the erosion at Duck Bay, which are 
discussed on p. 53 of the draft EIS.  In this section of 
the EIS, the point being made is that the eroded bank 
would be revegetated under the master plan, and this 
would have aesthetic impacts that are generally 
viewed as positive. 

4.32—The lot has not been designed.  It is possible 
that the sequoia or other trees would need to be 
eliminated to accommodate additional parking.  If the 
lot is expanded as proposed in this alternative, the 
design intent would be to minimize impacts on 
adjacent mature vegetation. 
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5. Workinesh Tianen, 
APPC 

5.1—Under SEPA, the EIS 
is not intended to provide a 
poll regarding how many 
citizens favor or oppose the 
proposed master plan or 
particular elements of the 
plan.  Regarding aesthetic 
considerations, the revised 
text of that section of the 
EIS may address your 
concerns. 

5.2—Several comments 
were received regarding the 
cost of acquiring open 
space to offset "losses" to 
the park caused by 
implementing the proposed 
master plan.  No park land 
is anticipated to be sold, 
transferred, or put to non-
park uses, although the park 
would become more 
intensively used.  The City 
of Seattle does not have a 
policy of acquiring park or 
open space land to offset 
construction of buildings, 
roads, or parking areas in 
parks for park purposes, so 
there would be no link 
between acquisitions and 
this master plan.  Some 
comments asked for 
accounting of how much 
total land would be affected 
by the master plan.  
Because the master plan 
includes capital and 
maintenance programming 
for the entire park, almost 
the entire park is expected 
to be affected to some 
degree over the life of the plan.  Also see response to 
comment 4.4. 

5.3—Additional discussion of aesthetic preferences 
and the significance of aesthetic impacts has been 
provided in the final EIS.  

5.4—The description of the proposal in Part 2 of the 
final EIS describes revisions to the proposed plan that 
have been made since distribution of the draft EIS, 
including an alternative to the Madrona Terrace 
building previously proposed.  The final EIS also  

 

contains some additional analysis of the aesthetic 
impacts of the proposal, including an assessment of 
which areas would be affected by views of buildings. 
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5.5—The master plan does 
not identify specific trees or 
plantings for removal.  As 
you noted, the impact of 
opening undesirable views 
as unwanted canopy trees 
are removed could be 
mitigated by careful 
planning as each clearing 
effort is undertaken, for 
example, through selective 
thinning or phased removal.  
Such measures have been 
added to the list of potential 
mitigation for aesthetic 
impacts. 
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6. Gretchen Lambert 

6.1—Please see revised text 
in the final EIS.  The 
description of the proposal 
in Part 2 describes revisions 
to the proposed plan that 
have been made since 
distribution of the draft EIS, 
including alternatives to 
some of the buildings and 
parking lot expansion 
previously proposed.  Note 
that some of the conclusions 
with regard to significance 
of impacts also have been 
changed. 

6.2—Comments 
acknowledged.  The only 
proposed asphalt-paved 
path is the dual-use trail.  
Other paths that are 
proposed to accommodate 
access for the disabled 
would use compacted 
crushed rock.  Crushed rock 
is currently used on trails in 
the park that receive heavy 
use.  Low-use trails are 
expected to continue to be 
surfaced with wood chips. 

6.3—The alternatives you 
list have all been included 
in the EIS except the second 
floor expansion of the 
Graham Visitors Center. 
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6.4—To clarify, the 
proposed master plan would 
increase the number of car 
spaces by one and would add 
eight spaces for buses.   

6.5—See the responses to 
comments 2.1 and 5.1, and 
Appendix D.  

6.6—To clarify, only one 
draft EIS was produced. 
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7. Wade and Shirley 
Vaughn 

7.1—The EIS does not 
discuss the impacts of 
making Lake Washington 
Boulevard open to local 
access only, because it is 
part of neither the existing 
master plan nor the 
Arboretum and Botanical 
Garden Committee 
(ABGC) proposed master 
plan, nor is it among the 
alternatives identified in the 
formal scoping process that 
preceded preparation of the 
draft EIS.  While such a 
measure would meet some 
of the objectives of the 
proposal, previous 
discussions of this 
possibility suggest that it 
would require restrictions 
to use of the boulevard that 
would have substantial 
impacts on neighboring 
streets and would alter the 
boulevard's original 
intended use as a connector 
within the city's open space 
system.  

7.2—See the response to 
comment 2.4. 

7.3—See the response to 
comment 1.3. 

7.4—The fountain, which 
was proposed in the 
original Greenprint plan, is 
not part of the proposed 
master plan being evaluated in the EIS.  

7.5—The proposal for the plantings on Azalea way is 
to renovate with improved, disease-resistant plant 
selections according to historic themes of cherries, 
rhododendrons, and dogwoods. 

7.6—See the response to comment 4.28. 

7.7— The proposed master plan does not describe 
any specific signage for the canopy walk or any other 
location.  Also see the response to comment 4.3. 

7.8—See the response to comment 1.1. 
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8. Matthew Fox, 
University District 
Community Council 

8.1—Please see the response 
to comment 2.1.  The EIS is 
not intended to provide 
justification for the 
proposal.  However, with 
regard specifically to the 
expanded educational 
program, the ABGC has 
provided additional 
background.  Please see 
Appendix D for this 
information. 

8.2—See the response to 
comment 2.10. 

8.3—The proposed 
bicycle/pedestrian dual-use 
trail would be designed 
primarily for park users.  To 
minimize impacts to 
vegetation, the trail would 
not be as wide as bicycle 
commuters prefer.  It is 
expected to function well for 
families with small children 
and others who prefer 
avoiding car traffic even if it  
means riding more slowly. 

8.4—The roundabout 
proposed for this 
intersection is no longer 
under consideration.  Your 
comment that pedestrian 
safety would have been a 
concern is acknowledged.  
The intersection would be 
realigned, but the stop 
controls and permitted 
traffic movements would be 
the same as today, the 
primary difference being 
that the SR 520 ramp would 
be extended and narrowed to two lanes (subject to 
approval of Washington State Department of 
Transportation and the Seattle Department of 
Transportation).  Pedestrian crossings would be 
considered in the design of the realigned intersection, 
and would be integrated with new trails and 
pedestrian overpass routes as appropriate.  The no-
action alternative is defined as the program that 
would remain in place under the existing 1978 master 
plan, with certain modifications where portions of  

 

that plan proves infeasible.  The only changes to 
pedestrian facilities under the no-action alternative 
would be improvements to access for the disabled, 
although no specifics are provided.  Assuming that 
simpler and more effective pedestrian crossings 
would also serve the disabled better, they would not 
be precluded under the no-action alternative.  
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8.5—See the response to 
comment 2.3.  

8.6—The proposed location 
for the Madrona Terrace 
parking lot (currently 
proposed for 30 cars) 
includes two existing 
parking areas with a total of 
16 cars, some lawn areas, 
and some wooded area.  See 
the description of the 
proposal in Part 2 of the 
final EIS, which describes 
revisions to the proposed 
plan that have been made 
since distribution of the 
draft EIS, including 
alternatives to some of the 
buildings and parking lots 
previously proposed. 

8.7—As with other 
elements of the plan, the 
exact design and locations 
of the proposed overpasses 
have not been chosen, so it 
is difficult to predict levels 
of use.  The proponent 
(ABGC) indicates that the 
overpasses are intended to 
meet ADA rules for 
accessibility, but the 
purpose is to provide grade-
separated access for all 
visitors, not merely to meet 
ADA rules. 

8.8—Comment 
acknowledged. 



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 9 

January 2001 Final EIS 279 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 

9. Charles Lambert 

9.1—Please see the response 
to comment 1.3.  

9.2—The impacts you 
describe have been analyzed 
in the EIS.  With regard to 
conclusions about 
significance, see the Major 
Conclusions, Areas of 
Controversy, and Issues to 
Be Resolved section of the 
final EIS. 

9.3—See the response to 
comment 5.5. 

9.4—The environmental 
impacts of using the 
Museum of History and 
Industry (MOHAI) for some 
of the program uses are 
discussed in the EIS.  At this 
time, MOHAI holds a lease 
and expects to continue to 
use at least a portion of that 
site for storage after the 
museum moves.  The 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation is exploring the 
availability and suitability of 
the MOHAI site for some 
functions.  The proponent 
(ABGC) has determined that 
the facilities at MOHAI are 
well situated for teaching the 
wetland environmental 
education program, and that 
some other functions could 
be located there.  The 
proposed master plan 
includes use of that site for 
non-park related functions, 
such as certain 
administrative and fund-raising offices, and the 
facilities proposed in the park have been reduced in 
size accordingly. 
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10. Paul Gibson 

10.1—Several comments 
were received regarding the 
roles of parties involved 
with preparing the 
proposed master plan and 
the EIS.  These roles are 
clarified in the Historical 
Background section in 
Part 2 of the final EIS. 

10.2—See the response to 
comment 1.3. 
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11. Paul Gibson 

11.1—The historical 
background is not intended 
to present a biased position 
one way or another.  Of 
necessity, it is a summary 
intended only to point out 
significant historical 
mileposts.  Some additional 
information is provided in 
the Historical Background 
section of the final EIS. 
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11.2—See the response to 
comment 2.4. 

11.3—Thank you; your 
comments add to the 
historical background 
provided in the EIS.   

11.4—The report was 
prepared for the Arboretum 
and Botanical Garden 
Committee (ABGC), which 
includes Department of 
Parks and Recreation 
representatives as members.  
The EIS text has been 
revised accordingly.  On 
page 2 of that report, the 
consultant identifies the 
needs he had heard for 
preparing a new master 
plan, while the remainder of 
the document portrays in 
greater detail the issues that 
the plan should address.   

11.5—The summary is not 
intended to obscure 
information found in other 
documents.  The text of the 
EIS has been revised.  
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11.6—Comment 
acknowledged. 

11.7—Thank you.  The text 
has been corrected to reflect 
that the revised plan was 
developed and that 
alternatives were 
subsequently developed in 
the EIS scoping process.   
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12. Paul Gibson 

12.1— Several comments 
express perceptions of bias 
on the part of the project 
proponent or the 
consultants involved with 
preparing the proposed 
master plan and the EIS.  
See the Historical 
Background section in 
Part 2 of the final EIS for a 
synopsis of the roles of 
each of the parties involved 
in preparation of this 
document. 

12.2—The plan is 
conceptual, and thus the 
only impacts that can be 
discerned are those that 
proceed from the intent of 
the plan.  Most of the 
existing structures in the 
park have been constructed 
under the guidance of the 
ABGC, and those are 
generally considered to be 
well-sited and designed; 
thus it is reasonable to 
conclude that similar 
results could be 
accomplished under the 
proposed master plan.  It is 
also reasonable to assume 
that people could disagree 
on what constitutes a 
structure that is designed 
sensitively. 

12.3—The purpose of the 
simulation is to show the 
impacts of the full proposal 
if imple mented (i.e., the 
worst-case scenario).  It is 
hoped that readers can use 
the simulation to infer that the road could be removed 
and the buildings could remain the same as in the 
existing image. 

12.4—See the response to comment 11.1. 
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12.5—See the response to 
comment 2.4. 

12.6—See the response to 
comment 11.4. 

12.7—See the response to 
comment 11.5. 

12.8—See the response to 
comment 11.6  
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12.9—The canopy walk is 
proposed in concept but has 
not been designed.  The 
walk would be an elevated 
structure bridging two hills.  
The structure would contrast 
with the surrounding tree 
cover and would present an 
additional built element in 
the naturalistic setting.  
Hence it would likely be 
perceived by some people as 
having adverse aesthetic 
impacts. 

12.10—See the response to 
comment 4.3. 

12.11—See the response to 
comment 2.4. 

12.12—See the response to 
comment 1.1.  The west-side 
trail would incorporate much 
of the existing alignment but 
would be modified to 
accommodate barrier-free 
access.  The ABGC 
recognizes the difficulty in 
connecting the trail beneath 
or over the unused SR 520 
ramp.  The trail connections 
and layouts in the proposed 
master plan are conceptual, 
and specific design 
alternatives would be 
explored for each new trail. 

12.13—See the response to 
comment 2.1.  
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12.14—SEPA rules require 
the EIS to list the proposal's 
objectives but not to 
evaluate their validity.  

12.15—See the response to 
comment 3.21.  

12.16—Arboretum staff 
responds that several rare, 
threatened, or endangered 
species have been 
successfully cultivated at 
the arboretum.  The primary 
difference between 
cultivating these and other 
specimens is that they are 
inconspicuously located and 
labeled until they are large 
enough to be safe from 
theft.  

12.17—Thank you for 
adding the information 
regarding the acquisitions at 
the west side of the park.  
The history of property 
accumulation for the park 
includes several other 
acquisitions as well, some 
of which were omitted from 
the short summary in the 
EIS.  Also see the response 
to comment 4.31. 

12.18—See the response to 
comment 1.3 and revisions 
to the discussion of areas of 
controversy in Part 1 of the 
final EIS. 
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Paul Gibson, Northeast 
District Council 

13.1—Please see revised text 
of the Major Conclusions, 
Areas of Controversy, and 
Issues to Be Resolved 
sections in the final EIS. 

13.2—See the response to 
comment 2.4. 
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13.3—None of the elements 
of the proposed master plan 
or alternatives involve sale 
or transfer of park property 
or change of park usage as 
regulated by Seattle 
ordinance 111606. 

13.4—See the responses to 
comments 1.1, 1.2, and 4.3. 

13.5—The EIS conclusions 
regarding the significance 
of some impacts have been 
revised.  With regard to 
signs, see the response to 
comment 4.3.  With regard 
to overall design sensitivity, 
see the response to 
comment 1.4.  For 
clarification, the 
maintenance buildings are 
proposed to be expanded 
only within the existing 
maintenance yard. 

13.6—See the response to 
comment 1.5. 
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13.7—Additional 
discussion of aesthetic 
impacts is provided in the 
final EIS. 

13.8—See the response to 
comments 1.1 and 1.2. 
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14. Chuck Pearman 

14.1—Please see the 
response to comment 5.2 
and the table at the end of 
Appendix A in the final 
EIS. 

14.2—See the response to 
comment 13.3. 

14.3—See the response to 
comment 1.1. 

14.4—See the response to 
comment 2.4. 

14.5—See the response to 
comment 2.1 
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14.6—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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15. Peter Donahue 

15.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

15.2—The direct financial 
costs of the proposal are 
discussed in a separate 
document, Financial 
Aspects of the Proposed 
Arboretum Master Plan, 
which is available from the 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation and online at the 
city's web site:  
http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/
parks/arboretum/ARBOFisc
al512.doc.  Also see the 
response to comment 4.4. 

15.3—The proposal could 
add some traffic during the 
evening peak hours by 
drawing more people to the 
park.  The additional 
arboretum traffic through 
the Montlake area at any 
given time would not be 
sufficient to affect the level 
of service at these already 
congested intersections in 
an appreciable way.  
Mitigation for this impact 
could include limiting the 
time of day that programs 
are initiated or completed.  
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16. Larry Powelson 

16.1—Some information 
regarding past use of the 
arboretum for children's 
education is discussed in the 
Public Services and Utilities 
section of the EIS, and 
additional background on 
future education programs 
is provided in Appendix D.  
Also see the responses to 
comments 2.1 and 3.21.  

16.2—See the responses to 
comments 4.3 and 4.8. 

16.3—See the response to 
comment 5.2. 

16.4—SEPA defines 
significant  as “more than a 
moderate level of impact” 
and requires the lead agency 
to take into account the 
context of the impact.  The 
final EIS provides 
additional discussion of 
significant impacts in 
several sections. 
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17. Rolande  Chesebro 

17.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

17.2—Comment 
acknowledged.  Providing 
shuttle service for visitors 
to the park, (similar to the 
use of school buses) could 
help to reduce traffic 
generated by the proposal.   
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18. Faye Harwell, 
National Association 
for Olmsted Parks 

18.1—The final EIS has 
additional analysis of the 
Olmsted Brothers plan in 
the Historic and Cultural 
Resources section.  Also 
see the response to 
comment A1.1.  
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19. Marina Skumanich, 
Seattle Audubon 
Society 

19.1—Comments 
acknowledged. 

19.2—Potential cumulative 
impacts of the proposal 
include the possibility that 
continuous or long-term 
construction or habitat 
modification could deter 
some species from using the 
park for long periods.  Some 
areas of the park might 
become active enough with 
human use that some 
species of birds and small 
mammals would avoid those 
areas for nesting or rearing.  
The possibility that either of 
these types of impacts 
would be significant is 
minimized, for the reasons 
described in the mitigation 
section for plants and 
animals. 
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19.3—See the response to 
comment 4.24. 

19.4—The no-action 
alternative includes 
continued maintenance and 
some renovation of the 
arboretum, with only a 
limited number of new 
exhibits.  

19.5—Comments 
acknowledged. 
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20. Richard Pulkrabek, 
Japanese Garden 
Advisory Council 
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20.1—Thank you for the 
additional historical 
information.  The pavilion, 
although shown on the 
original 1959 plan for the 
Japanese garden, is not 
shown on the 1978 
arboretum master plan 
update.  The only new 
structure shown at the 
Japanese garden in the 1978 
plan is a restroom addition.  
Accordingly, the no-action 
alternative in the EIS does 
not include the pavilion.  
The proposed plan includes 
the pavilion as a new 
building, because it is 
neither existing nor included 
in the previous master plan. 

20.2—The size noted 
includes only the one 
permanent structure.  A 
footnote has been added to 
the chart for clarification.  

20.3—The text was intended 
to describe the range of 
responses expected from 
visitors.  The text has been 
revised to note that 
replacement of the portable 
toilet structures with 
permanent structures would 
probably be appreciated by 
most visitors.  
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20.4—Thank you for your 
comment on the importance 
of this concept in the 
Japanese garden.  The 
proposed master plan has 
an explicit goal of 
improving the "borrowed 
landscape" views from the 
Japanese garden.  As well 
as can be assessed at this 
time, no new structures 
other than those proposed 
for the Japanese garden 
would be visible from the 
Japanese garden.  The 
Madrona Terrace structure, 
as shown in the cross-
section Figure 21, would 
not be visible because of 
mature vegetation on the 
hillside between it and the 
Japanese garden.  The 
structure depicted in the 
cross-section is larger than 
the proposed shelter 
included in the proposed 
master plan in the final 
EIS.  However, neither the 
design of the structures, the 
planting designs, nor the 
timing has been determined 
at this time.  Development 
near the Japanese garden 
would require further 
review to control these 
impacts. 

20.5—Comment 
acknowledged. 

20.6—Comment 
acknowledged. 

20.7—The plan includes on 
ADA-accessible path, 
which would in concept 
allow pedestrians to walk 
from one end of the park to 
the other on the west side of the boulevard.  Although 
the trail is shown on the west side of the Japanese 
garden in the master plan drawing, the trail could be 
sited on the east side, adjacent to the boulevard, or 
sited and designed to avoid impacts on the Japanese 
garden. 

20.8—Comment acknowledged. 



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 20 

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 304 January 2001 Final EIS 

 



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 21 

January 2001 Final EIS 305 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 

21. Rita Griffith 

21.1—Please see the revised 
text in the Major 
Conclusions, Areas of 
Controversy, and Issues to 
Be Resolved section of the 
final EIS.  

21.2—The direct financial 
costs of the proposal are 
discussed in a separate 
document, Financial 
Aspects of the Proposed 
Arboretum Master Plan, 
which is available from the 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) and 
online at the city's web site: 
http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/
parks/arboretum/ARBOFisc
al512.doc.  Also see the 
response to comment 4.4. 
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21.3—By ambiance, the 
comments may refer to 
aesthetic impacts, which 
are discussed in comment 
1.3 and in the revised text.  
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22. Dandy Porter 

22.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

22.2—The master plan 
proposes establishing a 
considerable portion of the 
arboretum in native 
plantings for precisely the 
ecological purposes you 
cite.  Using plants from 
within the northwest region 
but outside lowland Puget 
Sound could have impacts 
similar to the concept 
proposed in the master plan, 
which is to use plants that 
are adapted to similar 
climates in different parts of 
the world.  Using 
exclusively native plants, 
however, would not meet 
the goal for which the 
arboretum was originally 
established.  That scheme 
therefore has not been added 
as an alternative. 

22.3—See the response to 
comment 2.4. 
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23. DiaFelice Smith 
Salogga 

23.1—The University of 
Washington has in recent 
years assumed a greater 
role in K-12 education.  For 
example, the university and 
partners established the K-
12 Leadership Institute in 
February 2000.  Several 
university departments have 
been engaged in 
partnerships with K-12 
programs for several years, 
helping to improve teaching 
methods.  The university 
currently helps schools to 
meet the state's essential 
academic learning 
requirements through life 
sciences units taught at the 
arboretum.  Coordination of 
environmental education 
with the Seattle School 
District and other public 
agencies is one of the 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation's primary roles 
and responsibilities 
identified in the Parks and 
Recreation Plan 2000.  
Although the arboretum is 
not yet listed among the 
facilities where the Parks 
and Recreation Plan 2000  
calls for providing support 
to school programs, the 
Arboretum and Botanical 
Garden Committee 
(ABGC)  is proposing that 
the arboretum expand its 
efforts in that area. 

23.2—Comment 
acknowledged. 

23.3—The University has been working with Seattle 
School District and Alliance for Education to 
establish program goals.  New figures are provided in 
the FEIS.  See the response to comment 2.1.  See the 
Public Services and Utilities section and Appendix D 
of the final EIS for clarification of the expected 
number of student visits. 
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24. Jan (Joan M.) 
Pirzio-Biroli 

24.1—Comment 
acknowledged.   

24.2—The proposed master 
plan now includes only a 
300-square-foot shelter at 
Madrona Terrace, with a 
30-stall parking lot.  
Underground parking is not 
considered feasible because 
of the high cost of 
construction, and it also 
raises safety issues.  If 
underground parking were 
developed in the park, it 
could have less visual 
impact in the long run than 
would surface parking, 
although short-term 
construction impacts would 
be greater, primarily 
because construction would 
take longer.  Other impacts 
of underground parking 
would be similar to a 
surface lot of the same size. 

24.3—To clarify, the 
proposed roundabout and 
other changes to Lake 
Washington Boulevard are 
not anticipated to reduce 
the number of travelers on 
that route, but are intended 
to reduce congestion and 
conflicts with pedestrians.  
The master plan could be 
made more specific to 
preclude impacts on certain 
views or plantings. 

24.4—Comment 
acknowledged. 

24.5—The proposed plan is 
conceptual.  If included in 
the final master plan, the 
exact location of the 
relocated Arboretum Drive 
would be determined at the 
design stage of 
implementation.  The 
proposed plan is favored by 
the ABGC because it would enhance the experience 
of the visitor on foot by removing the road, although 

 

it is acknowledged that the view from the road would 
be altered. 
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24.6—Comments 
acknowledged. 
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25. Julie E. Coryell, 
Japanese Garden 
Society 

25.1—Please see the 
responses to comment letter 
20. 

25.2—The text has been 
corrected to state: "These 
include expanding the 
entrance facility and 
constructing the Japanese 
garden pavilion on the 
hillside north of the 
pond…"  

25.3—Thank you for the 
historical information on 
the Japanese garden.  It is 
anticipated that the cultural 
education programs at the 
Japanese garden would 
continue to grow under the 
proposed master plan.  
Pedestrian-activated signals 
are expected to have a 
modest effect on traffic 
speeds on Lake Washington 
Boulevard East, which 
could reduce impacts on the 
Japanese garden programs 
somewhat. 
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25.4—Thank you.  The 
animal list has been 
amended to include these 
species. 



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 25 

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 314 January 2001 Final EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 26 

January 2001 Final EIS 315 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 

26. Gayle Novacek 

26.1—Comments 
acknowledged. 

26.2—See the response to 
comment 4.3.  Thank you 
for the suggestion of 
alternative signage types. 

26.3—See the response to 
comment 1.3.  
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27. Patricia Barber, 
Ravenna-Bryant 
Community 
Association 

27.1—Please see the 
response to comment 9.4. 

27.2—See the response to 
comment 3.16.  City 
regulations require detailed 
plans to control erosion and 
siltation during 
construction.  Long-term 
siltation issues would be 
addressed at the design 
stage, if this element is 
included in the master plan. 

27.3—See revised text in 
the final EIS. 
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27.4—See the responses to 
comment letter 13. 

27.5—Some additional 
visual assessment of the 
proposal has been included 
in the final EIS Aesthetics 
section.  Because the 
proposal is programmatic, 
detailed designs are not 
available.  The photo-
simulations in the EIS 
provide an image of the 
conceptual approach that 
the proposal intends.  
Individual projects under 
the proposed master plan 
would require additional 
analysis at the design stage. 

27.6—See the response to 
comment 4.1.  The impacts 
of each plan element are 
individually described in 
the EIS so that an 
assessment can be made of 
the impacts at the time each 
element goes forward.  
Many elements would 
require additional 
environmental review if 
implemented, and the 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation would assess 
the need to update 
information in the EIS at 
the time each project is 
designed. 
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28. Robert N. Newhouse 

28.1—Your comment 
helped to highlight several 
inconsistencies in the draft 
EIS regarding parking 
numbers.  A new table has 
been added to the final EIS 
that clarifies the changes to 
the parking proposed under 
the plan.  The final EIS text 
has been edited to correct 
errors and confusing 
statements found in the draft 
EIS.  See Table 2 in the final 
EIS for corrected and 
revised figures.  
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28.2—Comment 
acknowledged.  
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28.3—Accommodating 
buses in the existing 
Graham Visitors Center lot 
would reduce its capacity 
for cars.  During non-peak 
periods, buses could park 
there without causing 
capacity problems.  Tour 
buses are seen as one 
means of accommodating 
visitors that reduces the 
need for individual 
automobile use. 

28.4—Comments 
acknowledged. 
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29. Jim Kearnes 

29.1—The EIS 
acknowledges that 
significant impacts could 
occur if left turns are 
unrestricted at the Lake 
Washington 
Boulevard/SR 520 
intersection.  Because the 
issues raised by changes to 
this intersection are beyond 
the intended scope of the 
master plan.  The ABGC 
has decided not to propose 
changes to existing stop 
and turn restrictions. 
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30. Larry Powelson 

30.1—The Arboretum and 
Botanical Garden 
Committee (ABGC) is the 
body that the Seattle City 
Council, the University of 
Washington Board of 
Regents, and the governor 
have appointed to advise 
them on the management of 
the Washington Park 
Arboretum.  In that role, 
the ABGC has developed 
the proposed plan.  Once 
the EIS process is complete 
(and not before), the ABGC 
is expected to propose a 
plan to the City of Seattle 
and the university for 
approval.  The 
superintendent of parks, as 
a member of the ABGC, is 
charged with representing 
the city's interests on the 
ABGC.  The planning 
process has been designed 
to allow the superintendent 
and other ABGC members 
the opportunity to hear 
public comments prior to 
deciding on the final 
ABGC recommendation for 
the master plan. 
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31. Deborah Green 

31.1—Comments 
acknowledged. 

31.2—See the responses to 
comments 4.12, 9.4, and 
23.1. 

31.3—Comments 
acknowledged.   
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32. Douglas Jackson, 
Friends of Seattle’s 
Olmsted Parks 

32.1—The final EIS 
contains some additional 
analysis in the Historic and 
Cultural Resources section, 
including information on 
Arboretum Drive.  Also see 
the responses to comments 
A1.1, A2.1, and A2.2.   
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33. Arthur Grey 

33.1—The final EIS 
contains some additional 
analysis in the Historic and 
Cultural Resources section, 
including information on 
the park and boulevard 
plan.  Also see the 
responses to comments 
A1.1, A2.1, and A2.2.   
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33.2—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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33.3—The EIS includes an 
analysis of the changes 
proposed for the boulevard.  
The only other known 
changes to the boulevard 
system citywide are 
restoration and expansion 
efforts referred to in the 
Seattle Parks and 
Recreation Plan 2000.  
Evaluation of planning and 
development along the 
entire park and boulevard 
system is beyond the scope 
of this EIS.  The Seattle 
Parks and Recreation Plan 
2000 includes policies 
regarding the boulevard 
system that may address 
your concerns.   

33.4—The Seattle Parks 
and Recreation Plan 2000 
includes goals and 
objectives regarding the 
historic park and boulevard 
system.  These goals and 
policies directly address 
this issue.  In addition, the 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) has 
participated in recent 
discussions with the Trans-
Lake Washington Study 
consultants, who are 
considering various 
possibilities for a lid over 
SR 520 in this area.  While 
DPR would support such a 
restoration of the north end 
of the arboretum, 
conversion of the unused 
freeway ramp is included in 
the proposed plan in order 
to restore a measure of 
connection to the Museum of History and Industry 
(MOHAI) area north of SR 520.  The ramp conversion 
is of a magnitude that is attainable within the capital 
improvement resources available in the next 10 years.  
If a freeway lid is actually constructed, the ramp 
project could be dropped. 
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34. Doug Welti 

34.1—Please see the response 
to comment 1.5. 

34.2—See the response to 
comment 1.7.  

34.3—See the response to 
comment 2.3.  

34.4—See the response to 
comment 4.3.  
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35. Tim Tapping 

35.1—Please see the 
response to comment 1.3.  

35.2—Thank you for your 
suggestion.   
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36. Rosemary and John 
Murphy 

36.1—Please see the 
additional discussion of 
impacts under the Historical 
and Cultural Resources 
section and the Aesthetics 
section of the final EIS. 
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37. Margaret G. 
Gilmore 

37.1—Please see the 
response to comment 1.3.  
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38. Sharon Florakis 

38.1—Please see the 
responses to comments 1.3 
and 1.4.  

38.2—See the response to 
comment 2.4.  

38.3—See the response to 
comment 1.7.  
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38.4—See the response to 
comment 1.4. 

38.5—See the response to 
comment 1.1.  

38.6—See the response to 
comment 4.3.  

38.7—See discussion of 
this issue in the Project 
History section of the final 
EIS. 
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H1.  Paul Gibson 

H1.1—Please see the 
discussion of this 
issue in the Project 
History section of the 
final EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Public Hearing Comments and Responses 

January 2001 Final EIS 345 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H1.2—See the 
response to comment 
1.3 (in comment 
letters). 
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H1.3—Please see 
revised text in the 
final EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H2.  David Hervey 

H2.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H3.  Doug Jackson 

H3.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

H3.2—Please see 
revised text in the 
Historic and 
Cultural Resources 
section of the final 
EIS. 
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H3.3—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H4.  Chuck 
Pearman 

H4.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

H4.2—Please see 
revised text and 
tables in the final 
EIS. 

H4.3—See the 
response to 
comment 5.2.  

H4.4—See the 
response to 
comment 1.1.  

H4.5—See the 
response to 
comment 2.4. 
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H4.6—See the 
response to comment 
4.6 (in comment 
letters). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H4.7—Comments 
acknowledged. 
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H5.  Nancy Knapp 

H5.1—Note that 
some of the 
conclusions as to the 
significance of 
impacts have been 
revised in the Final 
EIS.  Please see the 
Major Conclusions, 
Areas of Controversy, 
and Issues to be 
Resolved section, and 
the Recreation and 
Aesthetics’ sections in 
the Final EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H5.2—See the 
revised text in the 
Major Conclusions, 
Areas of 
Controversy, and 
Issues to Be 
Resolved section of 
the final EIS. 
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H5.3—Comments 
acknowledged.  

H5.4—Comments 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H6.  Charlie Chong 

H6.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 



Public Hearing Comments and Responses 

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 352 January 2001 Final EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H7.  Mary 
Thorne 

H7.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H8.  Bob Newhouse 

H8.1—The proposed 
master plan estimates 
certain sizes of 
structures and intensity 
of uses, which have 
been evaluated in the 
EIS on a conceptual 
level.  The EIS does 
not attempt to 
determine whether 
more or less parking 
would be justified, but 
rather assesses the 
potential impacts of 
the master plan 
elements as proposed.  
The changes in the 
proposed parking 
configuration would 
require additional 
environmental review 
to determine the 
impacts at each phase 
of development under 
the plan.  Because it is 
not anticipated that 
any parking would be 
removed before 
replacement parking is 

constructed, it is expected that plan implementation would not result in adverse offsite 
impacts.   
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H8.2—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H9.  Doug Welti 

H9.1—Comment 
acknowledged.  The 
safety concerns that the 
master plan attempts to 
address were identified 
in the 1994 scoping 
document.  The survey 
used in preparing that 
document indicated that 
users of the park were 
frequently concerned 

about safety issues.  This was particularly true of older women, who are also frequent 
park users.  
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H10.  Carol Beth 
Gibson 

H10.1—Please see 
the response to 
comment 2.1.   
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H11.  Matt Fox 

H11.1—The text of 
the final EIS has 
been changed with 
regard to this 
statement.  
Arboretum staff have 
indicated that few 
people can follow 
the taxonomic 
arrangement of the 
arboretum as it was 
intended, or 
understand why 
plants are placed as 
they are.  People 
unable to follow the 
directions in 
brochures and the 
existing signs also 
frequently ask 
arboretum personnel 

for help.  With regard to the Olmsted plan, see additional text in the final EIS Historic 
and Cultural Resources section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H11.2—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H11.3—See the 
response to comment 
8.4. 

H11.4—Some of the 
general measures to 
ensure the health of 
the collections are 
listed in the proposed 
master plan (provided 
in Appendix A of the 
final EIS).  The EIS is 
required under SEPA 
rules to list the 
proposal's objectives, 
but not to evaluate 
their validity.  

H11.5—See the 
revised text in the 
Major Conclusions, 
Areas of Controversy, 
and Issues to Be 
Resolved section of 
the final EIS.  As 
noted in the 
Recreation section of 
the EIS, no recent 
counts of visitors have 
been made.  In 1990, 
an estimated 300,000 
visitors used the park.  

 

 

 

 

 

H11.6—
Comment 
acknowledged.  
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H12.  Joseph 
Marshall 

H12.1—The EIS was 
developed following 
SEPA regulations.  
Please see the 
response to comment 
2.7. 

H12.2—Thank you for 
the comment.  The 
final EIS contains 
additional discussion 
of historically 
significant elements in 
the park, including the 
issue you have raised.  
In addition, current 
city regulations would 
require further 
investigation of 
previous tribal use of 
the property prior to 
obtaining permits for 
construction on Foster 
Island.  DCLU 
Directors' Rule 2-98 
requires detailed 
information and 
notification of affected 

agencies and tribes when exposure of archeological deposits is expected or occurs 
during construction.  

 

 

 

 

 

H12.3—See the 
response to 
comments 3.21 and 
2.1.  The proposed 
master plan is not 
expected to alter 
available 
recreational 
opportunities 
significantly.  The 
EIS discusses 
proposed 
educational program 
changes and 
expansion.  These 
programmatic 
changes could affect 
informal activities 
such as walking, 
jogging, boating, 
and picnicking.  
Although the intent 
of the proposed plan 
is to spread 
programmed 
activities throughout 
the park to avoid 
crowding, some 
crowding could 
occur occasionally 
in popular areas, 

which could inhibit informal recreation in those areas.  Improved pathways and some 
other proposed amenities would also improve informal recreational opportunities.  For 
example, barrier-free access would be provided in different areas of the park, and 
shelters, safety features, and restroom facilities would be provided.  The proposed plan 
would reduce options for landing and launching boats by placing restrictions and new 
plantings where such activities are not desired.   
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H12.4—See the 
response to comment 
2.1. 

H12.5—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H13.  Hilary 
Schiffrin 

H13.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

H13.2—Please see 
the response to 
comment 1.3. 
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H13.3—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H14.  Workinesh 
Tianen 

H14.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H14.2—The proposed 
master plan was 
developed following a 
survey of park users 
contained in the 1994 
report Scoping 
Document for a New 
Master Plan for the 
Washington Park 
Arboretum.  This 
scoping document was 
adopted by resolution 
of the Seattle City 
Council for use in this 
planning process. 

H14.3—See the 
response to comment 
5.2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H14.4—See the 
response to 
comment 1.3. 
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H15.  Richard 
Pulkrabek 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H15.1—Please see 
the response to 
comment 20.1. 

H15.2—See the 
response to 
comment 20.2. 
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H15.3—See the 
response to comment 
20.3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H16.  Bruce 
McKinney 

H16.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H16.2—Your point 
regarding the trail is 
correct.  The trail 
could be connected 
only if the area 
below the overpass is 
excavated below the 
level of the adjacent 
water, or by 
providing access up 
onto and across the 
overpass.  One 
aspect of the 
proposed plan is 
reuse of the currently 
unused freeway 
ramp for pedestrian 
access to the park.  
The details of 
providing access to 
the overpass have 
not been developed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H17.  Carol Weibel 

H17.1—The EIS is 
prepared according 
to SEPA rules, 
which require a 
description in the 
EIS of the 
proposal’s goals.  
The role of the EIS 
is not to evaluate the 
validity of the goals 
or objectives, but to 
assess the potential 
impacts of the 
proposal that flows 
from them.  Goals 
and objectives are 
also provided as a 
means of guiding 
the development of 
reasonable 
alternatives to the 
plan for 
comparative 
purposes.  The 
alternatives used in 
the EIS must be 
ones that that could 
“feasibly attain or 
approximate a 

proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of 
environmental degradation” [SMC 25.05.440D.2].  The EIS also includes the no-action 
alternative, under which the Washington Park Arboretum would continue following the 
1978 master plan.   

As a member of the ABGC, the Department of Parks and Recreation agreed upon the 
goals for the proposed master plan for the purposes of preparing the EIS.  Based on the 
environmental and fiscal costs of the proposal, the city and the university may decide to 
approve or modify the goals or the proposal. 
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H17.2—Comment 
acknowledged.  
Because the proposed 
master plan does not 
identify a budget or 
funding sources, it is 
not possible to 
estimate tax 
consequences 
precisely at this time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H17.3—See the 
response to comment 
3.5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H18.  David 
Krauter 

H18.1—The intent 
of the proposed 
master plan is to 
improve pedestrian 
street crossings.  The 
number of additional 
vehicles generated by 
the proposed plan is 

discussed in the Transportation section of the EIS.  The number of parking areas (lots) 
would be reduced, while the number of parking stalls would increase.  Safety issues in 
parking areas would be addressed at the time designs are developed.  No additional areas 
would be permanently fenced off, although some areas may be off-limits during 
construction or renovation.  Safety issues with regard to children crossing roads or 
parking areas would be essentially the same as those experienced in the park currently. 
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H19.  Paul Bestock 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H19.1—Please see 
the responses to 
comments 1.3 and 
1.7.  

H19.2—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H20.  Sharon 
LeVine 

H20.1—Please see 
the response to 
comment 1.3. 
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H21.  Clarissa 
Easton 

H21.1—Please see 
revised text in the 
final EIS regarding 
the significance of 
aesthetic impacts and 
other impacts. 
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H22.  Tom Hinckley 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H22.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 



Public Hearing Comments and Responses 

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 370 January 2001 Final EIS 

H22.2—The final EIS 
acknowledges that 
some impacts of the 
preferred plan would 
be viewed as 
significant adverse 
impacts in the areas of 
aesthetics and 
transportation. 

H22.3—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H23.  Dalmen Mayer 

H23.1—The 
description offered 
essentially concurs 
with the description in 
the EIS, except that 
the EIS notes that 
approximately 56% of 
the runoff area in the 
natural watershed has 
been diverted to the 
city storm drain.  
Thank you for your 
description of 
watershed conditions 
outside the current 
drainage area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H23.2—The speaker 
may be referring to 
the Tri-County 
Salmon Recovery 
Plan.  Arboretum 
Creek may be 
considered for 
salmon recovery 
purposes, but because 
of the limited flow in 
summer months and 
other factors, it is not 
a strong candidate for 
funding as a salmon 
habitat restoration 
area under that plan.   

The proposal would 
increase streamflows 
in the creek by 
reconnecting storm 
sewers south of the 
park to the stream.  
This would be 
accomplished only if 
water quality and 
other stream 
dynamics can be 
addressed. 

H23.3—Comment 
acknowledged. 

H23.4—See the response to comment 23.1. 
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H23.5—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H24.  Roger 
Lorenzen 

H24.1—Please note 
that the no-action 
alternative is defined 
as following the 
existing (1978) 
master plan, which 
also calls for 
upgrading some of 
the exhibits. 

H24.2—The master 
plan process has 
included meetings 
with many garden 
clubs, who provided 
comments similar to 
those you offer here.  
The proposed master 
plan was developed, 
in part, in response 
to this information. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H25.  Rosie 
Barnett 

H25.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H26.  Arthur Grey 

H26.1—Please see 
the final EIS for a 
revised discussion of 
impacts on historic 
resources, including 
the Olmsted Brothers 
plan. 
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H26.2—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H27.  Rolande 
Chesebro 

H27.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Public Hearing Comments and Responses 

January 2001 Final EIS 377 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 

H28.  Johnathan 
Dubman 

H28.1—Please see 
revised text in the 
final EIS regarding 
transportation and 
aesthetic impacts. 
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H28.2—See the 
response to comment 
9.4. 

H28.3—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H29.  Penny Lewis 

H29.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H30.  Gretchen 
Lambert 

H30.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
Please see the 
response to comment 
H 8.1 above. 
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H31.  Charles 
Lambert 

H31.1—Comment 
acknowledged.   
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H32.  Kate Roosevelt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H32.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H32.2—See revised 
text in the Aesthetics 
section of the final 
EIS. 

H32.3—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H33.  Gregory 
Borselli 
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H33.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H34.  Marina 
Skumanich 
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H34.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H34.2—See the 
response to 
comment 19.2. 

H34.3—See the 
response to 
comment 4.24. 
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H34.4—The no-action 
alternative includes 
continued maintenance 
and some renovation of 
the arboretum, with 
only a limited number 
of new exhibits.  

H34.5—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H35.  Ann Parent 

H35.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H36.  Larry 
Powelson 

H36.1—Please see 
revised text in the final 
EIS regarding major 
conclusions and areas 
of controversy.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H36.2—See the 
response to 
comment 4.8. 
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H36.3—See the 
response to comment 
4.3.  

H36.4—See the 
response to 
comments 2.1 and 
3.21. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H37.  Patricia 
Crockett 

H37.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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H38.  Neal Lessenger 

H38.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H39.  Mary 
Iverson 

H39.1—Under the 
proposed master 
plan, paths in the 
park would be 
surfaced primarily 
with crushed rock, 
as are many of the 
paths at present.  
The exception is 
the proposed dual-
use trail.  See 
revisions to the 
proposed plan, in 
Appendix A of the 
final EIS.  The 
proposed plan also 
reduces the size 
and number of 
buildings and calls 
for use of the 
Museum of History 
and Industry 
(MOHAI) for some 
functions. 
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H40.  Carol 
Lipkin 

H40.1—Comment 
acknowledged. 
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